Message sent to the following recipients:
Faderal Commrunications Commission Chalr Powell
Federal Communicaticns Commissloner Martin
Fzderal Comrunzcaricns Commissiorer Copps
bederal Communications Commissioner Abernathy
Fect2ral Comrunzcations Commissioner Adelstean
Dol <et Y6-15 BFCC Official Comments
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[ro1plent address was 1nserted here] \\\\

Decr [reciplent neme was i1nserted here],

CiT Jocket Nos 56-45, 98-171, 90-571, 92-237, 9%-200, 95-11e6, 98-170 and
N3L =1le No. L-N00-72.

I am opposed to tte proposed changes to the Universal Service Fund. 1 urge
tne FCC to carefully consider the 1mpact of these changes on consumers
baeftore changing the current system. Charging $1 or more per month
regardiess of how much or how little we use our phone 1s not fair. This
wli_ Jreatly increase the cost of phone service and 1t could impact the
abi .ty for myself and others to afford landline and/or wireless service.

The USF was created to make phone service affordable in rural America and
was updated to 1ncrease the availability of communication services to
achools, libraries, rural health centers, educational instituticns and
loa—nceme 1ndividuals 1n the Onited States. Now ycu want to change 1t and
T (0 nor think 1t 1s falr to charge everybody $1 dollar per month
rejerdless of how much or how little they use their wireless phone for
inrerstate calls.

The proposed cnange 1s especilally unfair for low-velume users that rely on
wirelaess service for safety and security, and who make few, 1f any, long
d_stance calls. A contribution system 15 fair, eguitable and
nondiscriminatory and should be left alone. Please do not penalize
wireless phone customers. Keep this fair. We don't have a blanket
income tax on our annual salaries nor do we have the same sales tax on a
patk of gum and an automcbile, so why should there be a "one size fits
i.1" Tharge for wireless phones?

StniTereLy,

rennifer patin




Message sent to the following reciplents:
Fearral Communications Commission Chair Powell
FaAderal Communications Commissioner Martin
bederal Comtunications Commissicner Copps
Federal Comrunications Commissioner Rbernathy
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Segromber 21, 2007 N

[res1plent address was 1nserted here]

Dear [reclplent neme was 1nserted here],

e Dosket Nos S6-45, 98-171, 90-571, 92-237, 99-200, 95-1l6, 98-170 and
N3T File No. L-00-72.

I am opposed to tle proposed changes to the Universal Service Fund. I urge
the FCC to carefully consider the impact of these changes on consumers
bafore changing tre current system. Charging $1 or more per month
regardless of how much or how little we use our phone 1s not fair. This
w1l greatly 1ncrease the cost of phone service and 1t could impact the
abi.i1zy for myself and others to afford landline and/ocr wireless service.

Th= USF was credated to make phone service affordable 1in rural America and
wa- updated to 1ncrease the availability of communication services to
scnools, libraries, rural health centers, educational institutions and
low-.ncome 1ndividuals 1n the United States. Now you want to change 1t and
I do not thaink 1t 1s fair to charge everybody $1 dellar per menth
regardless ot how much or how little they use their wireless phone for
interstate calls

The proposed change 1s especially unfair for low-volume users that rely on
wireless service for safety and security, and who make few, 1f any, long
distance calls. A contribution system is fair, equitable and
nondiscriminatory and should be left alone Please do not penalize
w.relcss phone customers. Keep this fair. We don't have a blanket
srooore Tax on our ennual salaries nor do we have the same sales tax on &
Dack 0f gun and an automobile, so why should there be a "one size fits
117" sharge for wireless phones?

Sinterely,

Alawn Mack
Madc K
SME




Massage sent to the following recipients:
Fodrral Communications Commission Chair Powell
becergl Commenicat ions Commissioner Mdrtin

Foezoral Commuanications Commissioner Copps
Least o] Communications Commlsslioner Abernathy
Coorcvaa Zommunictgl 1ons Commlissioner Adelsteln
Do wer sn=4t FCC Offacial Comments
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[r=21o1ent address was i1nserted here]

Dzar [recipient ndame was 1nserted here],

CZ NDocket Nos 96-45, 98-171, 90-571, 92-237, 99-200, 95-116, 98-170 and
NES bFile No. L-00-72.

I an opposed to the proposed changes to the Universal Service Fund. I urge
The tCC to rarefully consider the i1mpact of these changes on consumers
betore ~hanging the current system. Charging $1 or more per month
reaerdiess of how much or how little we use our phone 1s not fair. This
will greatly i1ncrease the cost of phone service and 1t could impact the
api1i1ity for myself and others to afford landline and/or wireless service.

The USF was created to make phone service affordable in rural America and
was updated to i1ncrease the availlability of communication services to
schools, libraries, rural health centers, educational institutions and
low-1ncome indivicduals in the Onited States. Now you want to change 1t and
I do not think 1t 1s fair to charge everybody $1 deollar per month
regardless of how much or how little they use their wireless phone for
interstate calls

Tne proposed change 1s especially unfair for low-velume users that rely on
Aoreless service for safety and security, and who make few, 1f any, long
distance calls. A contribution system 1s fair, equitable and
nondiscriminatory and should be left alone. Please do not penalize
w.reless phone customers. Keep this fair. We don't have a blanket
lncome Lax onr our annual salaries nor do we have the same sales tax on a
oack of gum and an automobile, so why should there be a "one size fits

au sharge for wireless phones?
Soineerely,
(S oI 3 Ce

N
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Pe-age sent to the following recipients:
Eeters, Coemmunicatzions Commission Chair Powell
F=deral Commun_ocartions Commlisslioner Martin
F-4-31 Communicetions Commissioner Copps
Ferperal Tomruniczations Commissioner Abernathy
Feaersl Communications Commissioner Adelsteln
D7kt 56-45 FCC Official Comments
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oL plent address was 1nserted here)

OD2ar [reciplent name was 1nserted here],

CC Nocket Nos 96-45, 98-171, 90-571, 92-237, 9%-200, 95-116, 98-170 and
N35Z Taile Neo. L-00-72.

o ospposed toe the proposed changes to the Universal Service Fund. T urge
L1 r2C to carefully consider the impact of these changes on consumers
batnre changing the current system. Charging $1 or more per month
reiyardlecss of how much or how little we use our phone 1s not fair. This
w1ll greatly increase the cost of phone service and it could impact the
abirlity for myself and others to afford landline and/or wireless service.

The USEF was created to make phone service affcordable in rurzl America and
wa 3 updated to rncrease the availability of communication services to
schools, libraries, rural health centers, educaticnal institutions and
low-1ncome i1ndivicuals 1in the United States. Now you want te change 1t and
1 1 7ot tnank 1t 1s fair to charge everybody $1 dollar per month
regdardless of how much or how little they use their wireless phone for
tntarstate calls,

Trne proposed change 1s especially unfair for low-volume users that rely on
wireless service for safety and securaity, and who make few, 1f any, long
distance calls. A contribution system 1s fair, equitable and
nondiscriminatory and should be left alone. Please do not penalize
wireless phone customers. Keep this fair. We don't have a blanket
1ncome tax on our annual salaries nor do we have the same sales tax on a
pack oI gum and an automobile, so why should there be a "one size fits
221" -~harge for wireless phones?

S oerely,




Message seni Co the followlng reciplents:
Federal Communications Commission Chair Powell
Federal Communicaticons Commissioner Martin
Feoderal Communications Commissioner Copps
Federal Communicatiens Commissioner Abernathy ¢
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[ 1 p.ent address was 1nserted here] \\\h/

L b .
Doz [reciplent noeme was inserted here]l,
CT Docket Nos 9%6-45, 98-171, 90-571, 9%2-237, 99-200, 95-1l6, 98-170 and
NSl File No. L=-00-72.
T am opposed to the proposed changes to the Universal Service Fund. I urge

the FCZC to carefully consider the impact of these changes on consumers
before changing the current system. Charging $1 or more per month
regardless of how much or how little we use our phone 1s not fair. This
wll. greatly increase the cost of phone service and 1t ccould impact the
ab1 -ty for myself and others to afford landline and/cr wireless service.

The USE was created to make phone service affordable in rural America and
was updated to Lncrease the availability of communication services to

scnools, libraries, rural
los—1nzome 1individuals in
I 1o not think 1t 1s fair
regardless of how much or

health centers, educational institutions and
the United States.
to charge everybody $1 dollar per month

how little they use their wireless phone for

Now you want to change it and

incerstate calls.

The proposed change 1s especially unfair for low-volume users that rely on
wireless service for safety and security, and who make few, 1f any, long
distance calls. A contributieon system 1s fair, equitable and
nondiscriminatory and should be left alone. Please do not penalize
wlreless phone customers. Keep this fair. We don't have a blanket
income tax on our annual salaries nor do we have the same sales tax on a
so why should there be a "cone size fits

2a~t 0f gum and an automcbile,
2.7 harge for wireless phones?
Sl erely,

Maithew Bartkewicz




M=z:3a3e sent to the following recipients:
Federal Communications Commissicn Chair Powell
Feaeral Comrmunications Commissioner Martin
teral Comrunications Commissioner COpps
Femetal Communications Commissioner Abernathy
Federar Cormmunicaticons Commissioner Adelstein
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Szptember 20, 20073

[retiplent address was 1nserted here]

Dear ‘recoprent neme was 1nserted herel,

o0 Docket Nos 96-4%, 98-171, 90-571, 82-237, 99-200, 95-11l6, 98-170 and
N3L File No. L-00-72.

I am cppesed to the proposed changes te the Universal Service Fund. I urge
tne FCC to carefully consider the impact of these changes on consumers
betore chenging the current system. Charging $1 or more per month
regardless of how much or how little we use our phone is neot fair. This
wi1ll greatly 1ncrease the cost of phone service and 1t could impact the
apility for myself and others to afford landline and/or wireless service.

Thne LSF was created to make phone service affordable in rural America and
was updated to increase the availability of communicaticon services to
schools, libraries, rural health centers, educational institutions and
tow-1ncome i1ndividuals in the United States. Now you want to change it and
I Jde not think 1t 1s fair to charge everybody $1 dollar per month
regardless of how much or how little they use their wireless phone for
imlerstate calls.

Ihe propesed change 1s especially unfair for low-volume users that rely on
wireless service for safety and security, and who make few, if any, long
distance calls. A contribution system is fair, equitable and
nondiscriminatory and should be left alone. Please do not penalize
wireless phone customers. Keep this fair. We don't have a blanket
in-ome taxs on our annual salaries nor do we have the same sales tax on a
oa~h of gum and an automobile, so why should there be a "one size fits

v " charge for wireless phones?

Charles Thorne




Mezssage sent to the following reciplents:

Feaeral Comrunications Commission Chalir Powell

Faderal Communicat:ions Commissioner Martin

Faderal Communications Commissioner Copps

Feaeral Communications Commissioner Abernathy

Ferderal Communicat ions Commissioner Adelstein Yyt o
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[te1pient address was 1nserted here]

Dear Ireclplent neme was 1nserted here],

CZ Dacket Nos 96-45, 98-171, 90-571, 92-237, 99-200, 95-116, 98-170 and
N5 File No. L-00-72.

I am opposed to tre proposed changes to the Universal Service Fund., I urge
the FCC to carefully consider the 1mpact of these changes on consumers
before changing the current system. Charging $1 or more per month
regardless of how much or how little we use ocur phone is neot fair. This
wil_. greatly 1increase the cost of phone service and 1t could impact the
abi 1ty for myself and others to afford landline and/or wireless service.

T+« OSF was created to make phone service affordable in rural America and
was updated to increase the availability of communication services to
schocls, libraries, rural health centers, educational institutions and
low-1ncome 1ndivicuals in the United States. Now you want to change it and
T o not think 1t 1s fair to charge everybody $1 dollar per month
regardless of how much or how little they use their wireless phone for
1nLerstate calls.

The proposed change 1s especially unfair for low-volume users that rely on
wrreless service for safety and security, and who make few, 1f any, long
distance calls. A contribution system 1s fair, equitable and
nondistriminatory and should be left alone. Please do not penalize

A, 7eless phone customers. Keep this fair. We don't have a blanket
noome Lax on our annual salaries nor do we have the same sales tax on a
fes ok 0f gum and an automobile, so why should there be 2 "one size fits

4 !'" rharge for wireless phones?

Sincerely,

Jouz erstine




Message sent to the following recipients:
Federal Communications Commission Chair Powell
tederal Communications Commissioner Martin
Tedderal Comrunicat tons Commissioner Copps
fegeral Commung zal Lons Commissioner Abernathy
Tedsr gl Jomrunicat lons Commissioner Adelstein
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September 18, 2003

Trecoploent address was 1nserted here]

Dosr [reciprent. name was 1nserted here],

CZ Jocket Nos 96-45, 98-171, 90-571, 92-237, 99-200, 95-116, 98-170 and
NS r1le No L-00-72.

T amn opposed to the proposed changes to the Universal Service Fund. I urge
tne FCC to carefully consaider the impact of these changes on consumers
before changing the current system. Charging $1 or more per month
regardless of how much or how little we use our phone 1s not fair. This
wil. greatly 1ncrease the cost of phone service and 1t could impact the

ab ity for wmyself and others to afford landline and/or wireless service.

The USF was created to make phone service affordable in rural America and
was updated to 1ncrease the availability of communication services to
scrools, libraries, rural health centers, educaticonal institutions and
low-1nceme 1ndividuals in the United States. Now you want to change 1t and
I do not think 1t 1s fair to charge everybody $1 dollar per month
regqardless of how much or how little they use their wireless phone for
inrerstate calls,

The proposed change 1s especially unfair for low-velume users that rely on
wireless service for safety and security, and who make few, if any, long
disrtance calls. A contribution system 1s fair, equitable and
nordiscriminatory and should be left alone. Please do not penalize
wireless phone customers. Keep this fair. We don't have a blanket
income tax on cur annual salaries nor do we have the same sales tax on a
pack of gum ana an automobile, so why should there be a "one size fits
111" charge for wireless phones?

-

Sincerely,

Kerin Brown




Messauge sent to the followling reciplents:
Faderal Communications Commission Chailr Powell
Federal Communications Commlissioner Martin
Poderal Jommunscations Commissioner Copps
Faaeral Communircalions Commissioner Abernathy
Fooreral Conmunications Commissioner Adelstein
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froriprent address was inserted here]

Deyr [reciplent name was 1nserted here],

C¢ Docket MNos 96-45, 98-171, 90-571, 92-237, 99-200, 95-11¢, 98-170 and
NSD File No. L-00-72.

I am opposed to the proposed changes to the Universal Service Fund. I urge
the F2C to carefully consider the impact of these changes on consumers
before changing the current system. Charging $1 or more per month
reyardless of how much or how little we use our phone is not fair. This
w.l1l greatly increase the cost of phone service and 1t could impact the
ability for myself and others to afford landline and/or wireless service.

Th. USF was created to make phone service affordable 1in rural America and
was updated to 1ncrease the availability of communication services to
scnocls, libraries, rural health centers, educational institutions and
low-1ncome 1ndividuals in the United States. Now you want to change 1t and
I do not think 1t 15 fair to charge everybody $1 dollar per month
regardless of how much or how l:ittle they use their wireless phone for
interstate calls.

The proposea change 1s especlally unfair for low-volume users that rely on
wrreless service for safety and security, and who make few, 1f any, long
distance calls. A contribution system 1s fair, eguitable and
nondiscrimiratory and should be left azlone Please do not penalize
wireless pnone customers. Keep this fair. We don't have a blanket
neome tax on our annual salaries nor do we have the same sales tax on a
pack of gum and an automobile, so why should there be a "one size fits
411" charge for wireless phones?
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M7ssoage sent to the folleowing recipients:

F-rieral Communications Commission Chair Powell

Federal Commun:catilions Commissioner Martin

Federal Communccat 1ons Commissioner Copps

Federal Communications Commissione:r Abernathy

Foderval Communications Commissioner Adelstelin

No-ket =b-1h FCC Official Comments . - R

0 & INSPET, T

0 Intormation AECEN
Message text follows:

N=i humnghrey
M.oagiry Fuaitor
=75 Salrnt Paul Strcet e

851 ucee, MD 21202-2406 , UL MAILROOM

UL o e e

) 1

Seprember 17, 2003

[rro1p1ent address was inserted here]

Dear [reciplent name was inserted here],

CC Jocket Nos 96-45, 98-171, 90-571, 92-237, 99-200, 95-116, 98-170 and
N3N Pile No L-00-72.

I am -pposed to the proposed changes to the Universal Service Fund. T urge
tne ECC to carefully consider the impact of these changes on consumers
before changing the current system. Charging $1 or more per month
regardless of how much or how little we use our phone 1s not fair. This
wi1ll greatly 1ncrease the cost of phone service and 1t could impact the
apility for myself and others to afford landline and/or wireless service.

Tn= USF was created to make phone service affordable in rural America and
was updated to 1ncrease the availability of communication services to
s-hools, libraries, rural health centers, educational 1nstitutions and
low-1ncome individuals 1n the United States. Now you want to change 1t and
I no not think 1t 1s fair to charge everybody $1 dollar per month
rejardless of how much or how little they use their wireless phone for
interstate calls

The proposed change 1s especially unfair for low-volume users that rely on
wireless service for safety and security, and who make few, if any, long
distance calls. A& contribution system 1s fair, equitable and
nondiscriminatory «nd should be left alcone. Please do not penalize
wireless phone customers. Keep this fair. We don't have a blanket
11-0me tax on our annual salaries nor do we have the same sales tax on a
pe & ol gum and an automoblle, so why should there be a "one size fits

3.." Tharge for wireless phones?

= elaely,

Neo Humpnrey
Marag.ng BEditor




M=o sage sent to the following recipilents,
F=4eral Communicaticons Commission Chair Powell
Federal Communications Commissioner Martin

Federal Cormunications Commissioner Copps ST
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Federy 31 Communications Commissioner Adelstein { 'GINbP&CTEﬁJ
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[r=. 1p1ent address was 1nserted here]

Deor greciplent nene was inserted herel,

0 Lo cket Nos 96-45, 98-171, 90-571, 82-237, 99-200, 95-116, 98-170 and
NSO kzle No. L-00-72

T an opposcd to the proposed changes to the Universal Service Fund. I urge
Lhe TCC to carefully consider the impact of these changes on consumers
betore changing the current system. Charging $1 or more per month
regardless of how much or how little we use our phone 1s not fair. Thas
will greatly i1ncrease the cost of phone service and 1t could 1mpact the
ab1lity for myself and others to afford landline and/or wireless service.

The DSF was created to make phone service affordable in rural America and
wa s updated to 1ncrease the availability of communication services to
schools, libraries, rural health centers, educational instituticns and
low-1ncome individuals in the United States. Now you want to change 1t and
I <o 1ot thaink 1t 1s fair to charge everybody 51 dollar per month
reyardless of bow much or how laittle they use their wireless phone for
interstate calls.

The proposed change 1s especially unfair for low-volume users that rely on
wireless service for safety and security, and who make few, 1f any, long
distance calls. A contribution system 1s fair, equitable and
nondiscriminatory and should be left alone. Please do not penalize
wereless pnone customers. Keep this fair. We don't have a blanket
1neame tax eon our annual salaries nor do we have the same sales tax on a
oar of oum and an automobile, so why should there be a "one size fits

5. " rarge for wireless phones?

sAincerely,

¥yl Chambers




Mzssa je sent to the followling recipients:

edrral Communications Commission Chair Powell
teral Communications Commissioner Martin
d2ral Communications Commissicner Copps
cuoderal Communications Commissioner Bbernathy
foeder 1l Tommunicaticons Commissloner Adelsteln
0o <eT 2b=45 PO GOIfficial Comments
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Ltweepiont address was i1nserted here)

Dewr [recipient name was inserted here],

CC Jecket Nos 96-45, 98-171, 90-571, 9%2-237, 9%-200, 95-116, 58-170 and
N30 File No. L-D0-72.

I am opposed to tre proposed changes to the Universal Service Fund. I urge
the FCC to carefully consider the i1mpact of these changes on consumers
before changing the current system., Charging 31 or more per month
regardless of how much or how little we use our pheone is not fair. This
Wwlll greatly i1ncrease the cost of phone service and 1t could 1mpact the
abi.1ty for myself and others to afford landline and/or wireless service.

The USE was created to make pheone service affordable in rural America and
was updated to 1ncrease the availability of communication services to
schools, libraries, rural health centers, educational institut:ons and
low-1nccome 1individuals in the United States. Now you want to change it and
I do not think 1t 1s fair to charge everybedy $1 dollar per month
regardless of how much or how little they use their wireless phone for
1nterstate calls.

Tne proposed change 15 especially unfair for low-vclume users that rely on
wireless service for safety and security, and who make few, 1f any, long
disrance calls. A contribution system 1s fair, equitable and
nordiscriminatory and should be left alone. Please do nct penalize
wilreless phone customers. Keep this fair. We don't have a blanket
11come tax on our annual salaries nor do we have the same sales tax on a
pack of gum and an automobile, so why should there be a "one size fits
ill” chairge for wireless phones?

Sinuerely,

Cd'herine Prahl




M=s3-age sent to the following recipients:

Fzicral Tovmunications Commission Chair Powell

tezeral Communicat ions Commissicner Martan

Feveral Communications Commissioner Copps

Feteral Communicat ions Comnissioner Abernathy

F~d4sr 31 Communications Commlsslioner Adelsteln e
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r- o1 er b address was 1nserted here]

Dear [reciplent name was inserted here],

CC DJocket Nos 96-45, $8-171, 90-571, 92-237, 99-200, 95-1le, 98-170 and
N3G File No  L-00-72.

[ am opposed to the proposed changes to the Universal Service Fund. I urge
tne FCC to carefully consider the impact of these changes on consumers
before changing the current system. Charging $1 or more per month
regardless of how much or how little we use cur phone 1s not fair. This
w.). greatly 1ncrease the cost of phone service and 1t could impact the
apiimy tor myselfl and others to afferd landline and/or wireless service.

Tnn [ISF was created tc make phone service affordable ain rural America and
wis updated to 1ncrease the availability of communication services to
s-hools, libraries, rural health centers, educational institut:ions and
low-2ncome 1ndividuals in the United States. Now you want to change 1t and
T do not think 1t 1s fair to charge everybody $1 dellar per month
regardless of how much or how little they use their wireless phone for
1nterstate calls.

Tne proposed change 1s especially unfair for low-volume users that rely on
wireless service for safety and security, and who make few, 11 any, long
distance calls. The current contribution system 1s fair, equitable and
nordiscryiminatory and should be left aleone. Please do not penalize
wivel=ss phone customers. Keep this fair. We doen't have a blanket
1ncome tax on our annual salaries nor do we have the same sales tax on z
cath b gum and an automobile, so why should there be a "one size fits

Aa.." charge for wireless phones?

s.Tucrely,

Juay steckel

Operizlist

-
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sent te the following recipients:

Commission Chair Powell
Commlissioner Martain
Commissioner Copps

Fedzral Communications Commissioncr Abornathy
F=deral Communications Commlssioner Adelsteln I —
Doo<et 96-45 FCC Official Comments e 2 et CTED
ey 2 ?_(,
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[re..pient address was inserted here]

Desr [reciplent name was inserted here},
T Docket Mos %6-45, 98-171, 90-571, 92-237, 99-200, 95-116, 98-170 and
Nooobile No.o L-00-7Z.

I am opposed bte the proposed changes to the Universal Service Fund. I urge
the F2C to carefully consider the impact of these changes on consumers
before changing the current system. Charging $1 or mere per month
regardless of how much or how little we use our phone 1s not fair. This
wil! greatly 1ncrease the cost of phone service and it could impact the
ab1. ty for myself and others to afford landline and/or wireless service.

The USF was created to make phone service affordable in rural America and
w33 updeted to increase the availabilaty of communication services to
szrools, libraries, rural health centers, educational i1nstitutions and
los-Jnueome 1ndividuals in the United States Now you want te change 1t and
. 13 ot thunk 1t 1s fair to charge everybody $1 deollar per month
reyardless of how much or how little they use their wireless phone for
Lnterstate calls.

The progposed change 15 especlally unfair for low-vclume users that rely on
wireless service for safety and security, and who make few, 1f any, long
dislance calls. The current contribution system is fair, equitable and
nondiscriminatery and should be left alcne. Please do not penalize
wireless phone customers. Keep this fairr. We don't have a blanket
income tax on our annual salaries nor do we have the same sales tax on a
pacn of gum and an automobile, so why should there be a "one size Iits
“harge for wireless phones?

S

3 0 Ceoasar




Mzswage sent to the following recipients:

Fzieral Communications Commission Chair Powell

Federas Communications Commissioner Martin

Forderal Communloations Commissioner Copps

Federal Communiczations Commissioner Abernathy

Faxaral Conrunications Commissioner Adelstein e = m et T

Dor<et 96-45 FCC Official Comments :RECE“ﬁi}&lNGP?-IKUI
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Sy _enper 16, z003

[rc- . plenl address was inserted here]

Ooqr [rociplent name was inserted here],

Toeotket hos 96-45, 98-171, 90-571, 92-237, 99-200, 95-116, 98-170 and
N3™ File No. L-00-72

I am opposed to the proposed changes to the Universal Service Fund. I urge
tne FCC to carefully consider the impact of these changes on consumers
before changing the current system. Charging $1 or more per month
regardless of how much or how little we use cur phone 1s net fair. Thas
will greatly i1ncrease the cost of phone service and 1t could impact the
anility for myself and others to afford landline and/or wireless service.

The U3F was created to make phone service affordable in rural America and
was updated to i1ncrease the availability of communication services to
s-kanls, librarles, rural health centers, educational institutions and
Ltow—lnceme 1ndividuals in the United States. Now you want to change 1t and
I 10 not think 1t 1s fair to charge everybody $1 dellar per month
regardless of how much or how little they use their wireless phone for
11terstate calls.

The proposed change 15 especially unfair for low-volume users that rely on
wireless service for safety and security, and who make few, 1f any, long
distance calls. The current contribution system 1s fair, eguitable and
nondiscriminatory and should be left alone. Please deo not penalize
wilreless phone customers. Keep this fair. We don't have a blanket
1ncome tax on our annual salaries nor do we have the same sales tax on a
Can ot gum and an automobile, so why should there be a "one size fits

g Zharge for wireless phones?

Sincerely,

May Yow
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[recipient address was inserted here]

Dvar [recaprent name was inserted here],

Jocket Nos %6-45, 98-171, 90-5%71, 92-237, 99-200, 95-116, 98-170 and

File Mo. L-0Q0-72.

CZ
NsD

I am opposed to the proposed changes to the Universal Service Fund. I urge
the FCC to carefully consider the impact of these changes on consumers
before changing the current system. Charging $1 or more per month
regardless of how much or how little we use our phone 1s not fair. This
will greatly increase the cost of phone service and 1t could impact the
abbilaty tor myself and others to afford landline and/or wireless service.

Trne USF was created to make phone service affordable in rural America and
was Lpdated to increase the availability of communication services to
s-hocls, libraries, rural health centers, educational institutions and
low-1-come 1ndividuals 1n the United States. Now you want to change 1t and
I jo not thaink it 15 fair to charge everybody 51 dollar per month
reqardless of how much or how little they use their wireless phone for
1nterstate calls.

The proposed change 1s especially unfair for low-volume users that rely on
wireless service for safety and security, and who make few, 1f any, long
distance calls. The current contribution system is fair, equitable and
nondiscriminatory and should be left alone. Please do not penalize
wtreless phone customers. Keep this fair. We don't have a blanket
Lheome tax on our annual salaries nor do we have the same sales tax on a
pa.h of gum and an automcbile, so why should there be a "one size fits

: " charge for wireless phones?
sS1cerely,
Lyrr. Pomponi
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Communications Commissioner Martin

ral Communications Commissiconer Copps

=d=ral Communicatitcons Commissioner Bbernathy
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Sectember 10, 2003

Tris polent address was i1nserted here]

Dear |reciplent name was inserted here],

Co Docket Nos 96-45, 98-171, 90-571, 92-237, 99-200, 95-116, 98-170 and

N30 File No. L-00-72.

I am opposed to the proposed changes to the Universal Service Fund. I urge
the FPCC to carefully consider the impact of these changes on consumers
before changing the current system. Charging 31 or more per month
reqgardless of how much or how little we use our phone 1s not fair. This
wLll greatly increase the cost of phone service and 1t c¢ould impact the

ab. .ty for myself and others to afford landline and/or wireless service,

The USF was creaqted to make phone service affordable in rural America and
was updated to 1ncrease the availability of communication services to
sconools, libraries, rural health centers, educational instatutions and
lax-1nceme 1ndividuals 1n the United States. Now you want to change 1t and
I do not think 1t 1s fair to charge everybody $1 deollar per menth
ragardless of how much or how little they use their wireless phone for
in-erstate calls

The proposed change 15 especially unfair for low-volume users that rely on
wireless service for safety and security, and who make few, 1f any, long
dzstance calls. The current contribution system 1s fair, equitable and
nondiscriminatory and should be left alone. Please do not penalize
wireless phone customers. Keep this fair. We don't have a blanket
income tax on our annual salaries nor do we have the same sales tax on a
pack of gum and an automobile, so why should there be & "one size fits
471" harge for wireless phones?

Al Ly Douglas




M2=23a3¢ séent to the following recipients:
T2deral Communications Commission Chalr Powell
Dedaerat Communz-ationg Commissioner Martain
FRIer 4L OommUn1ear 1ons Commissioner Copps
rzreral Comnmunications Commissioner Abernathy

Feacral Comnunications Commissioner Adelsteln
Dy koo 96-45 FCC Official Comments ’ e
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M2wsaje texr follows:

sarey B. "homas L NOv 0 2000
Pr-s:dent 1
1102 Rarnaby Terrace, SE i
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S temper 10, 20023

|recipilent address was 1nserted here]

Dear [recipient name was 1nserted here],

CC Jocket Nos 96-45, 98-171, 90-571, 92-237, 995-200, 95-1le¢, %8-170 and
N30 File No L-00-72.

I am ~prosed to the proposed changes to the Universal Service Fund. I urge
the FCC to carefully consider the impact of these changes cn consumers
petecre chanmging the current system. Charging $1 or more per month
regardless of how much or how little we use cur phone is not fair. This
will greatly increase the cost of phone service and 1t could impact the
abi1lity for myself and others to afford landline and/or wireless service.

The USF was created tc make phone service affordable in rural America and
was updated to 1ncrease the availability of communicaticn services to
schools, libraries, rural health centers, educational institutions and
Jow-1ncome 1ndividuals 1n the United States. Now you want to change it and
I do not think 1t 1s fair to charge everybody $1 dollar per month
rejardless of how much or how little they use their wireless phone for
inrerstate calls.

The: proposed change 1s especially unfair for low-velume users that rely on
wireless service for safety and security, and who make few, 1f any, long
distance calls. The current contribution system 1s fair, eguitable and
nondiscriminatory and should be left alcne. Please do not penalize
wlreless phone customers. Keep this fair. We don't have a blanket
1ncome tax on our annual salaries nor do we have the same sales tax on a
pack of gum and an automobile, so why should there be a "one size fits

4. 1" charge for wireless phones?

Gintercly,

verry B Thomas, PhD, LNHA
Fresldenrt
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Federal Communications Commissioner Abernathy
Fadaral Communications Commissioner Adelstein
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b2 Inmtormat 1on __——rf?gii
. I N
Me< 3ane Text follows: T 23oph{ l
K ARCEVEN B WEPELITY
Treme 2oy Jafiriac i
‘ 4
i oanrn Srreet SE ! T BLUJ

Wasioae wn, DC 20020-7947 3

l
=CC - I\AA&L.F’.GQM_ ]

__--——-"_"—-'-——.-

-

sep!tomber 10, 2003

yansmimrn

[r=cipilent address was 1nserted here]

D=2ar {reciplent name was 1inserted here],

T Bozket Mos 96-45, 98-171, 90-571, 92-237, 99%9-200, 95-116, 98-17C and
NRTO T e NoL L-00-72.

im pposed to the proposed changes te the Universal Service Fund., I urge
12 ¢CC to carefully consider the impact of these changes on consumers
before chancging the current system. Charging $1 or more per month
regardless of how much or how little we use our phone 1s not fair. This
will yreatly incredase the cost of phone service and 1t could 1mpact the
ab. i1y for myself and others to afford landline and/or wireless service.

1
P

The USF was created to make phone service affordable in rural America and
was updated to i1ncrease the availability of communication services to
s~rools, libraries, rural health centers, educational instaitutions and
Loa-1nceme 1ndividaals in the United States. Now you want to change 1t and
T 1o not rhink 1t 1s fair to charge averybody $1 dollar per month
regardless of how much or how little they use their wireless phone for
unteorstate calls.,

The proposed change 18 especially unfair for low-volume users that rely on
aLreless service for safety and security, and who make few, 1f any, long
distance calls. The current contribution system 1s fair, equitable and
nondiscriminateory and should be left alone. Please do not penalize
wireless phone customers. Keep this fair. We don't have a blanket
ncome téx on our annual salaries nor do we have the same sales tax on a
cack f gum and an automobile, so why should there be a "one size fits

n

i thdrqe for wireless phones?

oeraly,

Trameece Jeffraies
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Commission Chalir Powell
Commissioner Martin
Commissicner Copps
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[r=1pient address was 1nserted here]

teciplent name was 1nserted here],
CZ2 o nozkern Nos ,é
0

£5, 98-171, 590-571, 92-237, 99-200, 95-116, 98-170 and
N=m Tile No 72

0o-
I 10 opposed to the proposed changes to the Universal Service Fund. I urge
tne FCC to carefully consider the i1mpact of these changes on consumers
nefsre changing the current system. Charging $1 or more per month
regardless of how much or how little we use our phone 1s not fair. This

w1ll greatly increase the cost of phone service and 1t could impact the
aol 1ty for myself and others to afford landline and/or wireless service.

I'me USF was created to make phone service affordable in rural America and
wis updated to i1ncrease the availability of communication services to

=zhools, libraries, rural health centers, educational institutions and
i2w-_1coeme 1ndividuals 1n the United States. Now you want to change 1t and
[ %o nol tnink 1t 1s fair to charge everybody 51 dollar per month

rejardless of how much or how little they use their wireless phone for
11terstate calls.

Tae proposed change 15 especlally unfair for leow-velume users that rely on
wireless service for safety and security, and who make few, 1f any, long
distance calls. Tre current contribution system 1s fair, eguitable and
nondiscriminatory and should be left alone. Please do not penalize
wlLreless phone customers. Keep this fair. We don't have a blanket

nor do we have the same sales tax on a

1ncome tax on our annual salaries

pa . Hf gum and ar automobile, so why should there be a "one size fits
¢ " hadrae for wireless phones?

S L EerELy,

Arihaenver L.

Fraser




Mrssage sent to the following recipients:
Federal Communications Commission Chair Powell
Federal Communications Commissioner Martin
Federal Communications Commissioner Copps
Fed:ral Communicaticns Commissioner Abernathy
F=irral Communications Commissioner Adelsteiln
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Gary li-cnam Mo e 2004
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Saptember 10, 2003

[recipront address was 1nserted here]

Dear [recipient name was 1nserted here],

CC Docket. Nos 96-45, 98-171, 90-571, $2-237, 99-200, 95-116, 98-170 and
N30 File No. L-00-72.

I 4 opposea to the proposed changes to the Universal Service Fund., I urge
the FOC to carefully consider the i1mpact of these changes on consumers
before chenging the current system. Charging S1 or more per month
regardless of how much or how little we use cur phone 1s not fair. This
w11l greatly increase the cost of phone service and 1t could impact the
abiliny for myself and others to afford landline and/or wireless service.

Th~ USE was created to make phone service affordable 1n rural America and
was updated to increase the availlability of communication services to
schools, libraries, rural health centers, educational instituticns and
low-1ncome 1ndividuals in the United States Now you want to change 1t and
T do not think 1t 15 fair to charge everybody 51 dollar per month
rajardless of how much or how little they use their wireless phone for
inrerstate calls.

I'he proposed change 1s especially unfair for low-volume users that rely on
wireless service for safety and security, and who make few, 1if any, long
distance calls. The current contribution system 1s fair, eguitable and
nendlscraiminatory «nd should be left alone. Please do not penalize
wirelaess phone customers, Keep this fair. We don't have a blanket
1ncome tax on our annual salaries nor do we have the same sales tax on a
2azk of gum and an automobile, so why should there be a "one size fits
4., " cnarge [or wireless phones?

Sarcerely,

ryv Tlingchum
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Message sent to the following reclplents:
F=deral Comnunications Commission Chair Powell
Fedoral Communications Commissioner Martin
Feaeral Communicat 1ons Commissicner Copps
Vederal Comrunicat ions Comnissioner Abernathy
Pederal Comrunications Commissioner Adelstein
Doorws £ Mo—40 FCC Official Comments - -
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Message rext follows: : :
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T2l VanderStads ’ E USRI i
332 Mear.aer Dr. ! i
Bl Lhead City, A7 86442-4741 ;

‘re~.pirent address was 1nserted here]

Dozl [reciprent neome was inserted here],

CCZ Docket Nos 96-45, 98-171, 90-571, 92-237, 99-200, 85-11¢, 98-170 and
NZL r1le No  L-00-1/72.

T wm opposed Lo the proposed changes to the Universal Service Fund. I urge
the FCC to carefully consider the impact of these changes on consumers
paTore changing the current system. Charging $1 or mere per month
rejardless of how much or how little we use our phone is not fair. This
wll_ qreatly increase the cost of phone service and 1t could impact the
aonlity for myself and others to afford landline and/or wireless service.

Thne USEF was created to make phone service affordable in rural America and
was updated to 1ncrease the availability of communication services to
schnols, libraries, rural health centers, educational institutions and
los-1nceme indivicuals in the United States. Now you want to change 1t and
I Jo not think 1t 1s fair to charge everybody $1 dollar per month
rejardless of how much or how little they use their wireless phone for
1nterstate calls.

The progosed change 1s especially unfair for low-volume users that rely on
wirorass service for safety and security, and who make few, 1f any, long
d.stante calls. The current contributicon system 1s fair, eguitable and
Aonalscriminatory and should be left alone. Please do not penalize
wireless phone customers Keep this fair. We don't have a blanket
1ncome tax on our annual salaries nor do we have the same sales tax con a
natk of gum and an automobile, so why should there be a "one size fits
S snarge for wireless phones?

S.moerely,

Tea Vanderstaay




Message sent te the following reciplents:
Femars]l Communlicellons Commission Chair Powell
Tommunicat 1ons Commissioner Martin
Fumeral Communicat tons Commissioner Copps
Federal Communications Commlissioner Abernathy
Feazral Communications Commissioner Adelstein
Doc<et Y6-4% FCC Official Comments
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[reciplent address was 1nserted herel

Dezr [rociprent name was 1nserted here],

CC Docket Nos 96-<45, 98-171, 90-571, 92-237, 98%-200, 9%95-11l6, 98-170 and
Nsl Frle No.o L-00-72.

i sppused to the proposed changes to the Universal Service Fund. I urge
the P2C to carefully consider the aimpact of these changes on consumers
before changing the current system. Charging $1 or more per month
reaardless of how much or how little we use cur phone 1s not fair. This
wll. greatly 1ncrease the cost of phone service and it could impact the
abi1lity for myself and others to afford landline and/or wireless service.

Tne UST was created to make phone service affordable in rural America and
was updated to i1ncrease the availlability of communication services to
schocls, libraries, rural health centers, educational institutions and
low-income 1ndivicuals 1n the United States. Now you want to change i1t and
T 2o 70t think 1t 15 fair to charge everybody $1 dollar per month
regardless of how much or how little they use their wireless phone for
1m-erstate calls.

The proposed change is especially unfair for low-volume users that rely on
Wwireless service for safety and security, and who make few, 1f any, long
distance calls. The current contribution system is fair, equitable and
nondiscriminatory and should be left alone. Please do not penalize
wireless phone customers. Keep this fair. We don't have a blanket
income tax on our annual salaries nor do we have the same sales tax on a
park ~»f gum and an automobile, so why should there be a "one size fits
217" charge for wireless phones?

s.nverely,

lale ATKInson
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Ser-emper 10, 2005

[reciplent address was inserted here]

Dear [reciplent neme was 1nserted here],

7 Toecker Nos 96-45, 98-171, 90-571, 92-237, 99-200, 95-1le6, 98-170 and
N3 File No.o L-00-72.

T am 2pposed Lo the proposed changes to the Universal Service Fund. T urge
tn: FZC to carefully consider the impact of these changes on consumers
before changing the current system. Chargaing $1 or more per month
rejyardless of how much or how little we use cur phone 1s not fair. This
w1ll greatly increase the cost of phone service and it could impact the
abirlizy for myself and others to afford landline and/or wireless service.

The USF was created to make phone service affordable in rural America and
was updated to increase the availability of communication services to
schools, libraries, rural health centers, sducational institutions and
law-11come 1ndividuals in the United States Now you want to change 1t and
I ¢ =ot think 1t 1s fair to charge everybeody $1 dollar per menth
rejardless of how much or how little they use their wireless phone for
interstate calls.

The proposed change 18 especially unfair for low-volume users that rely on
wireless service for safety and security, and who make few, 1f any, long
distance calls. The current contribution system 1s fair, equitable and
"ondiscriminatory and should be left alone. Please do not penalize
wireless phone customers. Keep thi1is fair. We don't have a blanket
inzome tax on our annual salaries nor do we have the same sales tax on a
pack of gum and an automobile, so why should there be a "cne size fits

z1 " -harge for wireless phones?

eIy,

CH. MARASTGAN
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fedzral Communications Commissioner Adelsteln
Do k=t Yo-45 FCC Official Comments
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September 29, 2003

[re-iplent address was 1nserted here)

Dear [recaplent name was 1nserted here],

T Decket Nos 96-45, 498-171, 90-571, 92-237, 99-200, 95-116, 98-170 and
N3L b1le No L-00-72.

T am opposed to the proposed changes to the Universal Service Fund I urge
the FZ7 to carefully consider the imwoact of these changes on consumers
berore changing tre current system. Charging $1 or more per month
regardless of how much or how little we use our phone 1s not fair. Thas
will greatly i1ncrease the cost of phone service and 1t could impact the
abilaity for myself and others to afford landline and/or wireless service.

The USF was created to make phone service affordable in rural America and
was updated to 1ncrease the avallability of communication services to
schools, libraries, rural health centers, educational instituticns and
low-tncome 1ndiviouals 1n the United States. Now you want to change it and
I ano not think 1t 1s fair to charge everybody $1 dollar per month
rejardless of how much or how little they use their wireless phone for

1nterstate calls.

The proposed change 15 especially unfair for low-volume users that rely on
wireless service for safety and security, and who make few, if any, long
distance calls. A contribution system 1s fair, eguitable and
nondiscrimenatory and should be left alone. Please do not penal:ize
wircless phone customers. Keep this fair. We don't have a blanket
Jome tax on our annual salarles nor do we have the same sales tax on a
S kowb gum oand an automebile, so why should there be a "one size fits

‘i " rharge for wireless phones?

nverely,

Troy Ardinger
OE5/01273075




Message sont te the following reciplents:
F=dzral Communicat tons Commlssioner Abernathy
Federal Communications Commissioner Adelstein
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Frder s Communicatirons Commission Chair Powell
Federal Communications Commissioner Martin
Fzderal Communicat ions Commissioner Copps
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S=2crember 10, 2002

[r>~ipient address was 1nserted here|

Dear [recipient neme was inserted here],

CC Docket Nos 96-45, 98-171, 90-571, S92-237, $9-200, 95-116, 9%8-170 and
N3D File No L-00-7Z.

I am oprosed tc tre proposed changes to the Universal Service Fund. I urge
~h= FCC to carefully consider the impact of these changes on consumers
Delure ¢hanging the current system. Charging $1 per month for all wireless
ohones wi1ll greatly 1ncrease the cost of cell phone service and it could
lmpact the ability for myself and others to afford my wireless service.

The USF was created to make phone service affordable in rural America and
was updated to 1ncrease the availability of communication services to
schools, libraries, rural health centers, educational institutions and
low-1ncome 1ndividuals in the United States. Now ycu want to change 1t and
I do not think 1t 1s fair to charge everybody 51 dollar per month
reqardless of how much or how little they use their wireless phone for
interstate calls.

The proposed change 1s especially unfarr for low-volume users that rely on
w1 uless service for safety and security, and who make few, if any, long
distancze calls. The current contribution system 1s fair, equitable and
nondiscriminatory and should be left alone. Please do not penalize
wireless phone customers. Keep this fair. We don't have a blanket
income tax on our annual salaries nor do we have the same sales tax on a
pack of gum and an automobile, so why should there be a "one size fits
a_1l" tnarge for wireless phcones?

Sincerely,

B
3

. "tsaambharan
nirastructure Engineer




Monsaye sent o the followlng reciprents:
FeaoTa, comnnicat tons Commission Chalr Powell
Tozeral Toermunicat rons Commlissioner Martin
Federa) Comrunications Commissioner Copps
Fegeral Comnr.nications Commissicner Abernathy
Foirral Counmunications Commissioner Adelstein
Jncket bh-4% FPCC Official Comments

EZC Triormation
Message text follows.
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VOV gy
Jen fer Nordneirer
001 Tarmichael Rvenue !
Be-nesde, MIZ 20817-4611

[

FCC - MAILROOM

Sof tember 29, 003

[reciplont address was i1nserted here]

Dzur [recipient name was insertea here],

> Jdocke:t Nes 96-¢5, 98-171, 90-571, 92-237, 99-200, 95-116, 98-170 and

NSCD Faile Ne L-006-72.

7oum opposed to the proposed changes to the Universal Service Fund. I urge
the "CC to carefully consider the impact of these changes on consumers
bztore changing the current system. Charging $1 or more per month
regardless of how much or how little we use our phone i1s not fair. This
willl greatly incrcase the cost of phone service and 1t could impact the
avility for myself and others to afford landline and/or wireless service.

The USF was created to make phone service affordable in rural America and
was updated to 1ncrease the availability of communication services to
schools, libraries, rural health centers, educational institutions and
low-1ncome 1individuals in the United States. Now you want to change 1t and
I do not think 1t 1s fair to charge everybody $1 dollar per month
regardless of how much or how little they use their wireless phone for
i"rerstate calls

The frorosed change 1s especially unfair for low-volume users that rely on
wireless service for safety and security, and who make few, 1f any, long
distance calls. A contribution system 1s fair, equitable and
nondiscriminateory and should be left alone. Please do not penalize
wireless phone customers. Keep this fair. We don't have a blanket
income tax on our annual salaries nor do we have the same sales tax on a
pac< of gum and ar automobile, so why should there be a "cne size fits
at." charge for wireless phones?

3 oerzly,

Jenr te:r Nordhelmer




